exchange in three main areas -Melanesia, Polynesia and American Northwest.
The Gift, along the 20 th century, has been studied for many anthropologists and sociologists, and has had greater visibility from his Introduction, by Levi-Strauss in the decade of the 50's, when the posthumous work of the author was published.
From the 80's this study has evoked new interpretations, mainly in France with the Revue du MAUSS (Mouvement AntiUtilitariste des Sciences Sociales), directed by Alain Caillé, that besides presenting a tribute to the author of The Gift, summarizes the dissatisfaction of a group of intellectuals with utilitarianism as an explanation for human action in society. The authors studied here share the thought of this French group.
Caillé (1998) defi nes in this way the two paradigms that rules the sociological thought: the HOLISM (behavior is determinated by society, by rules conceived as external obligations that constrain the individual) and the METHODOLOGICAL INDIVIDUALISM (that explains the behavior from the notions of interest, rationality and utility). The surveyed authors consider that the two paradigms reveal themselves unable to comprehend the gift and the social bond. (Caillè, 1998; Godbout, 1998) . Godbout (1998) analyses the phenomenon of the gift that, according to the author, is not present only in the societies studied by Mauss: in today's societies "is everywhere".
What (Godbout, 1998) Regarding the "methodology" used by Mauss in The Gift, he has called it "Total Social Fact", which involves perceiving the whole, the overall behavior of a group or society.
Archaic (Mauss, 2008) Martins (2008) considers the "total social fact" a comprehensive category because it is able to capture the alliance that comes from a collective and shared expressivity, and add the effective, cognitive, material and spiritual resources of a community.
By the symbolism captured from The Gift, it's not pertinent the dichotomy between individual and collective, because in the practical organization there are always two goods in circulation: a material one, that is the given thing, and a symbolic one, that corresponds to the intention.
Building moral alliances among moral persons requires that the set of visible and invisible resources (material and symbolic) available in the tradition and in the memory circulates permanently, involving all participants in reciprocal actions of donation, receiving and retributions. (Martins, 2008) THE GIFT AND THE SOCIAL BOND: THE ISSUE OF RECIPROCITY
In the ethnographic description of the societies in The Gift, it is noticed a guiding thread: the gift produces alliance, social bond (Godbout, 1998) .
Mauss describes the social life of the studied groups as a constant give-and-take-and-return, e poses the following question: "What force is there in the given thing which compels the recipient to make a return?" (Mauss, 2008) According to Godbout (1998) (Godbout, 1998) Mauss arrives to a main conclusion: gifts always go and come back again. The devolution of the gift is explained by the strength in the thing given (which is the donor), who generates the bond, the alliance between the one who gives and the one who receives: "But it is also because by giving, people give themselves, and if they give themselves, is because they "owe themselves" -they and their goods -to the others."
In the utilitarian paradigm, individualism is powered by the formula "I owe nothing to anyone". In the gift, the debt is deliberately maintained, and through this mutual debt, gratitude generates and maintains the bond, and relations assume the character of interdependence and reciprocity. This, according to Sabourin (2008) , implies a preoccupation for the other that becomes hospitality, donation of food and supplies, protection; in other words, reasons or obligations to be produced.
Therefore, the value of the gift is connected to the bond, to the relational, as Vandenberghe affi rms (apud Matins, 2008): "We could say that relations among people (in the gift) no longer appear as a relation among things, but the relations among things now appear as a relation among people."
From the dimension of the symbolic, it results that he who gives offers always something of oneself, at the same time that acquires this "oneself". By accepting, the receiver accepts something of the donor. He ceases, even momentarily, to be another; the gift approaches them, makes them similar (Sabourin, 2008) .
FREEDOM
The issue above points out to another discussion present in The Gift: the issue of freedom. Challenging the holistic paradigm, we might ask ourselves: how do the freedom of the modern individual subverts established obligation systems to create new ambivalent and open reciprocity systems, such as volunteering to the unknown people (which does not happen in traditional exchanging systems, in which ethnic and blood proximity are determinants of the gift)? (Martins, 2008) There is a great discussion around the issue of mandatory of the gift versus freedom for donating or reciprocating. Some authors consider that there is a paradox: gift is at the same time free and compulsory. (Caillè, 1998) The discussion of freedom in the gift is found also in Godbout (1998) (Godbout, 1998) .
CONFIDENCE
In The Gift, Mauss affi rms that there are only two options: "trust totally or distrust totally": to bet in the alliance and in the confi dence, and realize the bet through gifts that are symbols of that initial bet or go to the war. The bet on the gift is, in fact, intrinsically paradoxical, considering that only the gratuity shown and the unconditionality are able to seal the alliance that will benefi t everyone and, fi nally, the one who took the initiative of disinterest. The social bond only happens from this bet of confidence (Caillè, 1998 According to Godbout (1998) , in the context of the gift, the experience of belonging to a community is not a limit to the personality of each one, but expands the sense of "oneself", the self-identity.
The author also states that people give for connecting themselves to the life, for breaking the isolation, for feeling the self-identity. "However, the gift would be a consubstantial principle to the vital principle, to the living systems" (Godbout, 2008) .
The conclusion presents a Godbout's proposition that seems very instigating. He proposes an inversion of the question: instead of asking what takes people to giving, why do we not ask what stops people from giving?
